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clean air, then you can add that on and
have a more costly alternative.

That is exactly and precisely to deal
with the problem that my friend from
Illinois so eloquently described, which
is the kid with asthma, the people with
safety belts, and all that. It is
nonquantifiable. It is human life. You
do not put a dollar value on human life
or on the value of clean air.

I urge my colleagues to go back and
read on page 36 those words. I think it
covers this like a hand in a glove.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from Il-
linois yield on that exact same point?

Mr. SIMON. I am pleased to yield to
my colleague from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. I hope also all of us will
read that language which was referred
to by the Senator from Louisiana. But
what it does not cover are areas where
we cannot quantify the benefits, such
as how many fewer asthma attacks will
result? That is quantifiable, let us as-
sume for a moment. The value of avoid-
ing it may not be quantifiable. But the
fact that we could avoid a certain num-
ber of asthma attacks, or deaths in
many cases, is very quantifiable.

We sought from the Senator from
Louisiana and others language which
would say that where you can quantify
a reduction in deaths or asthma at-
tacks, we should then not be forced to
use the least costly approach. We may
want to reduce more asthma attacks
and save more lives with a slightly
more expensive approach. We were un-
able to get that language.

So, yes. It is very important that all
of us understand the point that is made
by the Senator from Louisiana. But it
does not solve the problem which has
been raised by the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I think
the dialog we have just had suggests
that my point is valid, that we are
going to end up with the courts decid-
ing what is quantifiable and what is
not quantifiable. I think we should
move slowly in this area. I have been in
Government a few years now, Mr.
President. I was first elected to the
State legislature when I was 25. I am
now 66. I have found generally that
when we take solid, careful steps, we
are much better off than when we do
these sweeping things.

I think what we have before us now is
well intentioned, but too sweeping, in
answer. The pendulum will go from one
cycle to the other.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:55
having arrived, the Senate stands in re-
cess until the hour of 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:46 p.m.,
recessed until the hour of 2:15 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. GRAMS).

COMPREHENSIVE REGULATORY
REFORM ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would like

to speak for a moment in support of
the Dole amendment, and therefore in
support of this legislation as we will
amend it.

The question before us is whether or
not benefits justify costs. That is real-
ly all we want to know. Given that the
Judiciary Committee’s report places
the regulatory burden on our economy
at over $881 billion, I think that is a
reasonable question to ask. That aver-
ages just under $6,000 for every house-
hold in this country—$6,000 that fami-
lies in this country cannot spend on
other things because the money has to
be given to the Government or has to
be used in other ways to comply with
the costs of regulation.

That is why these costs are cloaked
in what amounts to a hidden tax. They
are passed on through lower wages,
through higher State and local taxes,
through higher prices, through slower
growth and fewer jobs. I said fewer
jobs. According to William Laffer in a
1993 Heritage Foundation report, and I
am quoting:

There are at least three million fewer jobs
in the American economy today than would
have existed if the growth of regulation over
the last 20 years had been slower and regula-
tions more efficiently managed.

To put it in perspective further, the
Americans for Tax Reform Foundation
found that each year Americans work
until May 5 to pay for all Government
spending. If you add the cost of regula-
tions, each American has to work until
July 10—I believe that was yesterday—
in order to pay for all of the taxes and
regulations imposed upon us. That is
over a half year of work to pay the
total cost of Government, and 2
months of that hard work must pay for
the costs of regulation. As I said, that
is money families could spend making
their own decisions on how to spend for
their own health care, safety, and edu-
cation.

According to a 1993 IPI policy report,
regulations add as much as 95 percent
to the price of a new vaccine. And Jus-
tice Breyer, who has recently been ele-
vated to the Supreme Court, wrote a
book called ‘‘Breaking the Vicious Cir-
cle,’’ in which he poses the following
question: ‘‘Does it matter if we spend
too much overinsuring our safety?’’
And he answers his own question. ‘‘The
money is not, nor will it be, there to
spend, at least not if we want to ad-
dress more serious environmental or
social problems—the need for better
prenatal care, vaccinations and cancer
diagnosis, let alone daycare, housing,
and education.’’

In other words, Mr. President, it is
foregone opportunity in the sense that
by spending this money on something
where its benefits are marginal, we are

precluded from spending it on things
that could really be more important
and helpful to us.

Cost-benefit analysis, some people
say, is a new and a foreign concept.
Well, businesses fail if they do not uti-
lize cost-benefit analysis. At every
turn, individuals are confronted with
decisions that require weighing the
pluses and minuses and the benefits
and costs. These are decisions that we
make every day. We call it common
sense. When we decide to get in our
automobile and drive somewhere, we
know that the national highway fatal-
ity and accidents statistics weigh fair-
ly heavily toward the possibility that
sometime in our life we are going to be
involved in an accident in which we are
going to be harmed and yet we con-
sciously make the decision that be-
cause the benefits to us of arriving at
our destination using our automobile
are worth more than the risks, we de-
cide to take those risks.

In another more simple example, we
cross the street every day, and most of
us understand that there is some de-
gree of risk in crossing the street; peo-
ple are harmed every day by doing
that, but the benefits of us getting to
our destination exceed the costs, or the
potential risk to us in making that
particular trip.

So as human beings, as families, as
individuals, we make decisions, many
decisions every day that involve some
theoretical and sometimes not so theo-
retical risks to ourselves. Yet we do
that knowingly, and we do that under-
standing that sometimes benefits can
outweigh those risks. It is the applica-
tion of common sense. And what we are
asking for with respect to the regula-
tions that are imposed upon us, is that
there be a little bit more common
sense, a little bit more care to go into
the development of these regulations.

Now, one of my colleagues this morn-
ing spoke, and I thought made an ex-
cellent point, that Government gen-
erally is supposed to do for us what we
cannot do for ourselves. Most of us be-
lieve that. We appreciate the fact that
in many cases we cannot as individuals
understand the risks involved and we
cannot police everything that could
pose a particular risk to us. And so we
ask the Government to do that for us.
We empower Government agencies to
do tests, to do analysis, and to actually
establish standards. Then they fre-
quently report those standards to us on
a product or on a label or by some reg-
ulation precluding the manufacture or
use of something that would be dan-
gerous to us.

We do that certainly in our food in-
dustry in a way that is understood by
all, in the approval of drugs and in
many, many other ways. We ask the
Government to do for us what we can-
not do for ourselves, to understand the
risks. That is called a risk assessment,
to do a cost-benefit analysis. Indeed,
most Presidents since President Ford
have, in fact all Presidents I think
have, in effect, imposed a cost-benefit
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